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fired or discriminated against in nearly
30 States.

We have made marked progress over
recent decades, no doubt, but full
equality for LGBTQ Americans still
lies somewhere over the horizon.

We are not asking for anything more
or anything less than any other Amer-
ican enjoys. We are asking to be treat-
ed equally, and we are asking for it
right now.

I grew up afraid about whether I
would be accepted by the world around
me and convinced I wouldn’t be able to
live a full life. This is, unfortunately, a
reality today for too many LGBTQ
Americans. Too many still live in fear
of sharing their truth or telling their
stories. Too many contend with injus-
tice because of who they are or whom
they love.

There is injustice when more than 4
million workers could face the risk of
employment discrimination in this
country.

There is injustice when more than 2
million students are left without pro-
tections against bullying, harassment,
and roadblocks on their path to an edu-
cation.

There is injustice when nearly 7 mil-
lion Americans could be subject to dis-
crimination in public accommodations.

There is injustice when 5% million
Americans could be denied equal oppor-
tunities to secure housing or credit.

This is heartbreaking. This is not
what America stands for, and we can
do something about it.

We can take action to support the
values and the Constitution of this Na-
tion.

We can take action that will protect
the safety and well-being of millions
and tell everyone, particularly the
LGBTQ youth, that they can reach
their full potential.

We can take action and pass the
Equality Act.

The Equality Act will end these in-
justices and establish equality under
the law by enshrining sexual orienta-
tion and gender identity language into
the Civil Rights Act, the Fair Housing
Act, the Equal Credit Opportunity Act,
and the Jury Selection and Services
Act.

We must address this at the Federal
level. Equality and human dignity are
not concepts that can be left up to the
States. Americans who live in Ne-
braska deserve the same civil rights
protections as those living in my home
State of New Hampshire. The same
goes for those living in Mississippi and
in Massachusetts.

The end of discrimination can only
begin when we protect our fellow citi-
zens in each and every community
across this Nation.

Since Stonewall, millions of LGBTQ
Americans have come out and have
told their stories. Many have done so
at great personal risk, but with a great
societal benefit.

Coming out and living openly has
done more to change hearts, minds,
and laws than anything else. As a re-
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sult, we now stand on the cusp of his-
tory and of full equality, with the
American people and public opinion
squarely behind us.

Mr. Speaker, as the people’s House
considers this bill, I ask my colleagues
a simple question: Who deserves to be
treated as a second-class citizen just
for being who we are? Which Members
of this body, which people in your dis-
tricts, which people in your own lives
deserve to be less than equal?

Mr. Speaker, I hope this House gets
it right. Full equality under the law—
nothing less, nothing more. It is a sim-
ple concept; it is a beautiful concept;
and it is also an American concept.

Mr. Speaker, for the sake of the
LGBTQ Americans today, for future
generations, let’s pass H.R. 5, the
Equality Act.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

———
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ISSUES OF THE DAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2019, the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority
leader.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, as most
Members are heading back home, I was
reminded in the elevator of someone
who said: Well, you know, you guys are
getting off this week. I have told
friends and some of the media that you
guys take vacations all the time.

I explained: You don’t want us in ses-
sion every day. Every day we are in
session, we pass something that could
be law restraining you in furtherance
of your freedoms.

It is a good thing when Members of
Congress go home, as most of us do. It
is tougher for those on the West Coast,
but most of us go home each weekend
during recesses or maybe a quick trip
to speak here or there just outside of
the district. But it is a good thing for
Members of Congress to go home and to
hear from people back home. That is
good. Anyway, sometimes the rigors at
home are even more than we face here.

There are at least three things I want
to address today. One of them is infor-
mation that has come out.

I was there for a number of the depo-
sitions that were taken behind closed
doors of witnesses—formerly from the
Justice Department, some still with
the Justice Department—regarding
what Gregg Jarrett called ‘‘The Russia
Hoax,” and he documents why that
sounds like an appropriate title.

There is an article from FOX News
about this by Gregg Re. This quoted
Lisa Page. She was an interesting wit-
ness. It was interesting watching her
testify.

As a former judge who has tried a
tremendous number of cases in Federal
court, State court, and military court,
it is interesting watching people tes-
tify. Most you can get a little tell when
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they are being dishonest, but it has
been amazing to me, especially since I
have been in Congress, how many peo-
ple can look you in the eye and lie. You
know they are lying; they know they
are lying; and often you can see they
don’t care. People like that are often
able to pass polygraph tests because
you have got to have a conscience. You
cannot have numbed your conscience
to the point that you are not affected
by your own lying anymore.

Lisa Page’s presentation as she testi-
fied was tremendously different from
Peter Strzok as he testified behind
closed doors. It was amazing to watch
that guy. Because of his answers, I
knew he was lying. And it appeared to
me that there were no tells, that he
just didn’t seem to be bothered by the
fact and that he could sit there and lie
under oath. I thought perhaps he would
be a great candidate to pass a lie
detecter test when he is lying.

But then somebody told me, actually,
he failed two lie detecter tests in the
FBI, but somebody like Lisa Page re-
moved those from his file. It is great to
have friends to help you out when you
do wrong and they can cover for you.

And I am being sarcastic, for friends
who cannot figure that out.

But the article points out that
former FBI lawyer, Lisa Page, testi-
fied: ‘“The FBI was ordered by the
Obama DOJ not to consider charging
Hillary Clinton for gross negligence in
the handling of classified informa-
tion.”

It goes on and says: ‘‘Page’s testi-
mony was perhaps the most salient evi-
dence yet that the Justice Department
improperly interfered with the FBI’s
supposedly independent conclusions on
Clinton’s criminal culpability’’—well,
stating that that came from JOHN
RATCLIFFE, a colleague of ours from
Texas, here in Congress. He was ques-
tioning her, and he says: ‘“‘But when
you say advice you got from the De-
partment, you’re making it sound like
it was the Department’—talking about
the Department of Justice—‘‘that told
you: You’re not going to charge gross
negligence because we’re the prosecu-
tors and we’re telling you we’re not
going to—"’

And Lisa Page interrupted and said:
“That is correct.”

Lisa Page also testified that ‘‘the
DOJ and FBI had multiple conversa-
tions . .. about charging gross neg-
ligence,”” and the DOJ decided that the
term was ‘‘constitutionally vague,”
which is really interesting because as a
judge, as a lawyer, I tried cases in
which gross negligence was alleged. 1
am not aware of any court case ever in-
dicating that gross negligence was un-
constitutionally vague. Maybe there is
a case that says that. I am not aware of
one.

But if there were to be one from the
Supreme Court, then there would be
massive criminal and civil judgments
that would be due to be undone and be
reversed because most lawyers who
have done any research, tried any
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cases, or done adequate reading know
that the term ‘‘gross negligence’’ is not
unconstitutionally vague, nor is it neg-
ligence.

Now, different States in the Federal
Government may have slightly dif-
ferent definitions of negligence and
gross negligence, but they are substan-
tially the same. It has just never been
a problem with constitutional vague-
ness from the term ‘‘gross negligence.”

Understanding that, it would bring
one to the conclusion, if Lisa Page is
correct, that the prosecutors in the
Obama Justice Department were say-
ing Hillary Clinton was grossly neg-
ligent handling classified material but
gross negligence is too vague so we are
not going to charge her, then it shows
one of two things: the Obama DOJ had
some of the most ignorant lawyers in
the country working there, or the
Obama DOJ had some exceedingly dis-
honest lawyers working there. You
choose.

Going back to the article, it says: “‘In
July 2016, then-FBI Director James
Comey’’—parenthetically, I would in-
sert, another real peach—‘‘publicly an-
nounced at a bombshell press con-
ference that Clinton had been ‘ex-
tremely careless’ in handling classified
information. Federal law states
that gross negligence in handling the
Nation’s intelligence can be punished
criminally with prison time or fines,
and there is no requirement that de-
fendants act intentionally. . . . Origi-
nally, Comey accused the former Sec-
retary of State of being ‘grossly neg-
ligent’ ’—using that term ‘‘grossly
negligent”’—‘“in handling classified in-
formation in a draft dated May 2, 2016,
but that was modified to claim that
Clinton had merely been ‘extremely
careless’ in a draft dated June 10, 2016.”’

Comey also said: ‘‘Although there is
evidence of potential violations of the
statutes regarding the handling of clas-
sified information”—I mean, I am sure
the guy from the Navy that snapped a
few pictures on a submarine and had
absolutely no ill intent whatsoever,
though he apparently was acting reck-
lessly and ended up doing prison time,
I am sure he would love to know that
there was such a high standard applied
to Hillary Clinton while he, who put
his life on the line, ended up having to
do prison time for far less mens rea
than, according to Comey, what Hil-
lary Clinton had.

“Then-Obama administration Attor-
ney General Loretta Lynch was spotted
meeting secretly with former President
Bill Clinton on an airport tarmac as
the probe into Hillary Clinton, which
Lynch was overseeing, continued.”

And that is pretty amazing: two
planes just happen to sit down and get
over to where two people can get to-
gether. If it weren’t for the reporter
who spotted a guy he thought to be Bill
Clinton, we would never have known
about this.

I wonder how many DOJ officials
would have lied about this if no one
had spotted it. I mean, they lied
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enough about other things, but they
got busted being seen out in a remote
spot on the tarmac get-together while
the DOJ jury was still out on what
they were going to do about Hillary
Clinton and she had not testified.

And then we find out, actually, they
never had her testify. They gave immu-
nity to her lawyer, Cheryl Mills, and
all these people who had direct evi-
dence of potential crimes.

And the prosecutors—and I have been
one. You don’t give immunity to some-
one without knowing what they are
going to say. If a lawyer comes to you
and says, ‘“‘My client wants immu-
nity,” then you say, ‘‘Give us a proffer.
What is your client going to say?”’ Be-
cause we are not just handing out im-
munity and then there is nothing
worth giving immunity to get.

Yet the Obama Justice Department
handed out immunity like candy to
anybody, it appeared, who was associ-
ated and had evidence of potential
crimes. They could have gotten a sub-
poena and gotten laptops of the wit-
nesses, but, instead, the Obama Justice
Department said: Do you know what?
We will give you immunity not know-
ing what you are going to say because
we really don’t want you to say any-
thing.

That is my interpretation, after hav-
ing read the immunity agreement.

And, look, the evidence you have got,
we just want to look, but we promise
you we will never use any of it and we
will give the stuff back. We just want
to look.

That is outrageous. Were these pros-
ecutors that incompetent or were they
that dishonest? It is up to individuals
to judge for themselves. But to use a
term coined by James Comey, no rea-
sonable prosecutor would have done
what they did in that case. They sure
didn’t do it when they were trying to
chase down anything they possibly
could regarding our current President,
Donald Trump.

It was revealed last month that FBI's
top lawyer in 2016 thought Hillary Clin-
ton and her team should have imme-
diately realized they were mishandling
“‘highly classified’ information based
on the obviously sensitive nature of
the emails’ content sent through her
private server. And he believed’’—this
is the FBI’s top lawyer—‘‘that she’—
Hillary Clinton—‘‘should have been
prosecuted until ‘pretty late’ in the in-
vestigation, according to a transcript
of his closed-door testimony before
congressional committees last Octo-
ber.”
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And, of course, being pretty late in
the investigation, actually goes along
with what Lisa Page said; that DOJ
prosecutors said, we are not charging
her.

And then that ties in nicely with the
FBI lawyers saying, Okay, I thought
she should have been prosecuted. But
then it ties in, by the time the DOJ
lawyers/prosecutors said ‘‘we are not
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charging her,” then he decided, Okay,
maybe she shouldn’t be.

Among the texts between Lisa Page
and Peter Strzok was one concerning
the so-called ‘‘insurance policy.”

During her interview with the Judici-
ary Committee, July 2018, Page was
questioned at length about the texts,
and essentially referred to the Russia
investigation, the insurance policy re-
ferred to the Russia investigation,
while explaining that officials were
proceeding with caution, concerned
about the implications of the case
while not wanting to go at a total
breakneck speed and risk burning
sources, as they presumed Trump
would be elected anyway.

Further, Lisa Page confirmed inves-
tigators only had a paucity of evidence
at the start.

Comey, last December, similarly ac-
knowledged that when the FBI initi-
ated its counterintelligence probe and
possible collusion between Trump cam-
paign officials and the Russian Govern-
ment in July 2016, investigators,
“‘didn’t know whether we had any-
thing,” and that, ‘‘in fact, when I was
fired as Director in May 2017, I still
didn’t know whether there was any-
thing to it.”

And that was from Comey.

Trey Gowdy had asked, ‘“I want to
believe the path you threw out in Andy
McCabe’s office, that there is no way
he gets elected, but I am afraid we
can’t take the risk. It is like an insur-
ance policy in the unlikely event you
die before you are 40.” And that was
the quote from the text sent from
Peter Strzok to Lisa Page in August of
2016.

So clearly, they were talking about
coming up with this bogus Russia in-
vestigation as an insurance policy just
in case Donald Trump got elected, then
they could try to take him out of of-
fice, basically, a DOJ coup for the first
time in the history of this country.

And, unfortunately, there is no
George Washington around to stop this
attempted coup that continues today.

‘“So, upon the opening of the cross-
fire hurricane investigation’’—which
was the name that these DOJ officials
who have been shown to have acted to-
tally inappropriately; that is the name
they gave the investigation into Don-
ald Trump—it goes on to say ‘‘we had a
number of the discussions up through
and including the Director regularly in
which we were trying to find an answer
to the question, right, which is, is
there somebody associated with the
Trump campaign who is working with
the Russians in order to obtain dam-
aging information about Hillary Clin-
ton? And given that it is August, we
were very aware of the speed and sensi-
tivity that we mneeded to operate
under.”

It is really amazing.

You see, the way our justice is sup-
posed to work in the United States,
and in every State in the union, if you
have probable cause to believe a crime
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was committed, then you can go after
someone for that crime.

In the case of Donald Trump, his
campaign, and those that worked with
him, they did just the opposite. They
said, Here is Donald Trump, he has got
a chance of winning—though we don’t
think he will—so let’s try to find some-
thing.

And if you go back and look, you can
find an Op Ed written by, I believe,
Bruce Ohr. And basically, it was from
2007 talking about Russia collusion.
And, of course, Donald Trump was not
mentioned at all. And then when they
came up with this Russia hoax inves-
tigation without any evidence at all,
there are indications that somebody—
perhaps Brennan—had asked the Brit-
ish to spy on Americans so it wouldn’t
be Americans spying on Americans,
which is not supposed to happen unless
there is probable cause to believe they
have engaged in a crime or—under the
Patriot Act—that they are conspiring
with a known foreign terrorist.

That is what we were sold when the
Patriot Act was reauthorized.

But as we have come to find out that
has been greatly loosened up by the
DOJ, CIA, NSA, and they pretty much
go after everybody they want to.

I found out—I had not been aware of
it until this week—that clear back in
2012, the Obama Justice Department
made a motion to the FISA court to
allow them to unmask information
about American citizens if—under this
new incredibly relaxed language—it
might be of assistance to someone out-
side the scope that is supposed to be al-
lowed to see this information, if it
might assist them in assessing other
information.

Well, it doesn’t get much more vague
than that. And I know from having
been on the Judiciary Committee for
years, that until the Obama Adminis-
tration, I had a lot of colleagues on the
other side of the aisle that were ex-
tremely concerned with privacy issues
and the government gathering evidence
without probable cause and the govern-
ment violating the Fourth and Fifth
Amendments.

Somehow during those years, I lost
my colleagues on the other side that
quit being as concerned about privacy
invasions and Fourth and Fifth Amend-
ment violations, but I am not aware of
anybody on our Judiciary Committee
that knew about this motion to just
blow the door wide open. And, I think,
against the wording of the law, they
came up with a motion and got a judge
to sign off, apparently, to say, Okay,
yes, you can unmask and spread infor-
mation to anybody outside the origi-
nally indicated circle, if it might help
them assess other information.

For Heaven’s sake, that is an out-
rage. I couldn’t believe it when I was
reading that motion.

And what I am saying, Mr. Speaker,
it is not classified. It was ordered de-
classified back years ago. But I haven’t
met anybody here in Congress that was
aware that in 2012, back at that time,
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the Obama DOJ was going to blow the
door open and start spreading informa-
tion that people should never have had
it, making sure they got it.

And perhaps, that explains to some
extent how somebody like Samantha
Power could have, I think it was hun-
dreds of American citizens’ informa-
tion unmasked. I mean, basically, they
were running our intelligence agency
as a political operation to go after any-
one that they felt like might be a po-
tential problem for a Democratic ad-
ministration.

Very, very alarming.

This article from Town Hall is really
talking about the bill H.R. 1.

I love the idea of making information
more public. It was called For the Peo-
ple legislation. This article says that is
really for the government. I would sub-
mit it is really more for Democratic
politicians. The things in there that
would degrade our election process are
phenomenal.

We really ought to be going back to
paper ballots; that would be the appro-
priate thing to do, and put proper safe-
guards on those ballots. I think it
would be a good thing to do.

I also like RON KIND’s bill—he has
been filing ever since he has been
here—that would require each person
seeking Federal elected office to dis-
close the identity of anyone who do-
nates anything. You have got a $200
floor. And I like what RON KIND, my
colleague on the other side of the aisle,
his bill he has been pushing for years,
you know, whether you are a Repub-
lican or Democrat, we want to elimi-
nate this having people donate without
knowing who is donating.

It leaves open the possibility—and
surely, it has happened—that some-
body with a lot of money could give
$50, $50, $150, over and over and over.

And since you don’t have to report it,
who it came from, they could be vio-
lating—and criminally violating—our
election laws.

So I hope that we will have some
cleanup of election laws, but not the
kind of thing that allows you to go out
and harvest votes that didn’t happen
until after the election.

We have an election day in this coun-
try. And to leave that election open so
that you could have a Lyndon Johnson
style of finding votes after the fact—
whether they voted in alphabetical
order or not—is just not a good idea. It
leaves an opening for stealing elec-
tions.

We have an election day, and there
ought to be a cutoff; no ballots accept-
ed after this day, at this time. And
don’t come bringing in a bunch of bal-
lots the next day after you find out
how many ballots it is going to take to
overturn the election that finished the
day before.

I mean, it is third world-type activ-
ity with this election. If we heard that
a dictator somewhere had put into
place some of the things in H.R. 1, we
would be outraged and say that is what
a dictator does, and it is not right. You
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are trying to manipulate the election,
and it is totally inappropriate.

Another topic that is, I think, very
important, we took up in Judiciary
Committee a bill called the Violence
Against Women Act; it hadn’t been re-
authorized in a while. And there has
been inequality in the treatment of
women compared to men in a number
of ways that needed to be addressed.
And the Violence Against Women Act
addresses some of those.

But now this bill goes too far and
does damage to so many of the equality
gains by women over the decades. And
one of the problems created in the new
Violence Against Women Act involves
what most people call transgender, but
the Diagnostics and Statistical Man-
ual, Fifth EHEdition—which in many
ways the DSM-4, DSM-5—they begin to
incorporate a great deal of politics in
some areas as much as they incor-
porated medicine.
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The definition or the term given in
DSM-5 for what is commonly called
transgender is someone who suffers
from gender dysphoria. That is a bit of
a reclassification from where DSM-III
and DSM-IV were.

The definition they give for gender
dysphoria is ‘‘distress that accom-
panies the incongruence between one’s
experienced and expressed gender and
one’s assigned or natal gender.”

Then it also defines dysphoria as a
condition in which a person experi-
ences intense feelings of depression,
discontent, and, in some cases, indiffer-
ence to the world around them.

Some have said, well, dysphoria is
the opposite of euphoria, so it is some-
one who has difficulty dealing with the
gender with which they were born.
That is someone unhappy with, con-
fused about, displeased with, or de-
pressed about the gender which they
have.

We have made so much progress over
the years. I saw it as a felony judge. So
often in cases involving domestic
abuse, involving sexual assault, the
women have not been treated fairly,
and they have been demonized. Their
victimization has not been properly
considered.

Over the years, we have gotten better
and our justice system has gotten bet-
ter. It certainly has in Texas.

Some people, including my old
friend, former Congressman Ted Poe,
another former felony judge from
Houston, saw the way women were not
always treated properly as victims of
sexual assault.

Most D.A.’s offices were required to
have victim’s assistance that could
help, advise, counsel, and comfort vic-
tims of sexual assault. But this Vio-
lence Against Women Act that was
passed by the committee with many of
the Republicans voting ‘‘no’—maybe
all of us; I am not sure—it sets wom-
en’s rights back significantly.

I am pointing this out with a heart
that has broken for women who I have
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seen so abused. Sometimes it was even
harder on the women because they
would end up blaming themselves.
There were many times when I would
call either a woman victim or a child
victim up because I could tell they had
that mentality that ‘I probably de-
served what I got.”

After the trial was over, I would tell
them: You need to understand, this is
not your fault. You didn’t deserve this.
This was a crime committed against
you. You had nothing to do with this.
It was nothing that you should have
done. It was a crime being committed
against you, and you were not properly
protected. For that, I am sorry.

Again, this Violence Against Women
Act does not take into account what
has come to be known. As we have
tried to be more sensitive and caring,
and appropriately so, for female vic-
tims of domestic abuse, sexual assault,
and aggravated sexual assault, the
crimes against women can be, obvi-
ously, committed against men and
have been. But most often, it is against
women and, therefore, deserves special
consideration.

If you go to health.com, this site has
information talking about female vic-
tims of sexual assault. Most people are
familiar with post-traumatic stress dis-
order, PTSD, for soldiers. But this
points out: “In some ways, the trauma
from sexual assault may be worse than
the trauma from combat because, nor-
mally, soldiers are prepared and
trained for combat.” It points out that
PTSD affects about 3.5 percent of U.S.
adults, but women are twice as likely
as men to have PTSD.

For those who are not aware, there is
a difference between men and women,
and these kinds of statistics bear that
out.

Another article from Lindsay Bur-
gess in March of 2018 says: ‘‘For sur-
vivors of sexual assault, the odds of de-
veloping post-traumatic stress dis-
order, PTSD, are high: Up to 94 per-
cent,” and it is talking about women
who experience or are victims of as-
sault, ‘‘experience symptoms during
the first 2 weeks after the incident, and
up to 50 percent may struggle long
term. For these survivors, day-to-day
events . . . can hit especially hard. And
like any mental health issue, PTSD
can be debilitating.”

It also goes on to point out: “PTSD is
commonly associated with combat vet-
erans, but around 50 percent of PTSD
cases in the U.S. develop in the after-
math of sexual or physical violence.
Despite the high number, it is impor-
tant to recognize that some sexual as-
sault survivors feel ‘okay’ afterward,
and that is equally valid.

‘“‘Being sexually assaulted or abused
is such an invasion of our body, per-
sonal space, and safety,” says Kandee
Lewis, executive director of The Posi-
tive Results Corporation. ‘People often
can’t move past that point.’

“Psychotherapist Akiami McCoy,
LCSW, LCSW-C, explains that PTSD is
more common among survivors who
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felt that their lives were in danger dur-
ing the assault. ‘The brain does not
perform well for a victim during a sex-
ual assault,” says McCoy. She explains
that this is because the ‘fight or flight’
response kicks in. ‘Unfortunately,
most victims are overpowered, and
they can do neither. They may instead
disassociate themselves from the act,
and that is where the mind escapes the
body until the assault is over.’

‘“‘Because dissociation is common
among sexual assault survivors, during
and after the event, a 2015 study looked
into and found strong links between
dissociation and PTSD.”

It goes on to say that most people
who have lived through major trauma
don’t develop PTSD. Unfortunately,
survivors of sexual assault and rape
have particularly high chances of expe-
riencing symptoms of the disorder.

In fact, the overwhelming majority
of rape victims experience at least
some PTSD symptoms within just 2
weeks. Almost a third of all women
continued to experience their symp-
toms 9 months after being raped. Over-
all, more than two-thirds of all victims
of sexual assault and rape develop
stress reactions that qualify as mod-
erate or severe.

In a study published in 2005 in the
journal ‘‘Behaviour Research and Ther-
apy,”’ a team of British researchers ex-
plored the connection between un-
wanted memories in survivors of sexual
assault and the severity of PTSD
symptoms. The researchers found that
assault survivors who are easily and
frequently triggered by visual remind-
ers of their trauma can experience a
sharp increase in their symptom’s in-
tensity.

Then this goes—I guess it is com-
monly reported—that one out of four
women will be victims of sexual as-
sault. When you consider, if that is ac-
curate, those kinds of numbers, that
you have that many women who have
been sexually assaulted, and they go
into a public restroom that is for
women, in a confined space, having a
biological man come walking in be-
cause he indicates he feels like a
woman that day, it can trigger those
experiences of sexual assault all over
again.

Why would we do that? Women have
made so much progress toward equal-
ity. And I understand the hearts of my
Democratic friends who wanted to
allow transgenders to go in any rest-
room they feel like they should go
into. I understand they want to help
people who are often victims of abuse
themselves. I get the desire to help
them, but why traumatize women when
it is unnecessary?

We had people in the community say,
well, there is no indication anybody
has ever been bothered by having a bio-
logical man come into a women’s rest-
room or private facilities for women. I
am sure they were being sincere. They
were not familiar, but they abound.

That is why there is a lawsuit in
Fresno, California. This is a homeless
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shelter. Who goes to homeless shelters?
Often, very often—and I have been
there; I have talked to them—it is
women who have been sexually abused.
Often, it is domestic abuse by a partner
or a spouse or a husband. They have
nowhere else to go. They are afraid if
they go to a friend’s home, that hus-
band will find them. They do have to be
careful.

Right in Marshall, Texas, the inspira-
tion for Kari’s Law that we passed in
the last Congress, she was afraid of her
husband. He was abusive, but she was
supposed to let him see the kids. He
took them to a hotel room, and he
pulled her into the bathroom and beat
her with his fist for many minutes.
Eventually, he took a knife and began
stabbing her over 20 times, ultimately
killing her, while her young daughter
was trying to dial 911, not knowing she
had to dial a prefix.

It was one event out of far too many
events where a victim of domestic
abuse, just trying to hang on and not
be abused further, they go to a home-
less shelter, having been abused, beat-
en, many times raped, and they think,
at a homeless shelter, they would be
protected against triggers that would
make them relive the trauma of their
aggravated rape.
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When you talk to people who work in
those facilities, they work there be-
cause they care deeply about women
who have been harmed. They have im-
mense hearts caring deeply. That is
why they are there. Yet this law will
end up forcing these women to be co-
habitating with biological men.

Whether they are honest about feel-
ing like a woman or not, why should
we pass laws that force women victims
of sexual assault to be further trauma-
tized?

That is not appropriate for a govern-
ment role.

In this case from the ‘“Toronto Sun,”’
a predator—who claimed to Dbe
transgender—because of his sexual
crimes had been declared to be a dan-
gerous sexual offender. Let’s face it,
like this guy in Toronto, Canada, since
you don’t have to have any overt proof,
Mr. Speaker, no patent proof that you
feel like a woman, you can just say it,
and people under the new Violence
Against Women Act have to recognize
it, then this will not be an isolated in-
cident.

I have seen it, I have prosecuted it,
and I have sentenced it. These preda-
tors look for any way they can to get
a woman in a defensive position—a
woman or a child—someone whom they
can render helpless. If they will drill
holes through walls so they can spy, do
you think they wouldn’t go to the trou-
ble of walking in?

Because if you drill a hole and spy,
Mr. Speaker, you can be arrested for
being a Peeping Tom. But if you, under
the new proposed laws, simply say: ‘I
feel like a woman today,” then you can
go in and be a voyeur all you want to,
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and it opens the door to sexual devi-
ants that should not have a door avail-
able to them.

There is another here from ‘‘The Cou-
rier” in the U.K. The mom of a super-
market sexual assault victim warns
that her attacker will strike again.

Regarding the lawsuit from the East-
ern District of California about the
man who claimed to be transgender,
why would we pass a law that would
undo the great appropriate advances
that have occurred for women’s rights
toward equality and toward not being
victimized?

I know the intention is to try to help
people who have gender dysphoria, gen-
der confusion, from being victims so
they can walk into any restroom they
want to, but it is a mistake that will
do far more damage to women, and it is
just tragic to have that kind of law in-
cluded in the Violence Against Women
Act.

It was mentioned by a friend across
the aisle—and I know his motivation.
He has a big heart and he cares about
people who are victims, and that in-
cludes people who have gender dys-
phoria—but he was bragging about—ap-
parently according to what he said—
that equality law was being passed yes-
terday that will open the door to equal-
ity for transgender across sports and
education and across the board.

We are already seeing something that
is just incredible. Martina Navratilova
is probably one of the top five women
tennis players of all time and has been
an icon for so many tennis players, es-
pecially for liberal tennis players, lib-
eral women, because she has fought so
for gay rights. Yet she is now being at-
tacked because she dared to say that
she didn’t think that someone who is a
biological man with biological advan-
tages over a biological woman, in most
cases, should be able to compete in
women’s tennis.

How is that something to beat her up
for verbally?

How is that something to abuse her
for?

What will happen to the great
progress of equality for women if that
bill becomes law will be it will elimi-
nate women’s sports. You may occa-
sionally have a woman who desires to
compete as a man who is extraordinary
and can win some things. The doctors
talk about the potential for greater
muscle mass, they are built differently,
can do better in some sports than
women can, as a general rule. And, yes,
I know there are women that could
kick the rear of many men, including
me, I know, I get that. But we are talk-
ing about competition at the highest
levels, and it is grossly unfair to allow
a biological man to compete in wom-
en’s sports. No matter how gender
dysphorically confused the person is, it
is unfair to the great progress of wom-
en’s equality.

What that bill will do if it becomes
the law is it will bring an end to wom-
en’s sports. You will be left with main-
ly men’s sports and co-ed sports—co-ed
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sports consisting of the women and the
men who say they are women, and it
will end the equality, the fairness that
has come to be known in Title IX and
through women’s sports and women’s
professional sports, that they will be-
come co-ed sports. It is tremendously
unfair to women.

Now, the final thing I want to bring
up is the resolution we took up in here
regarding hate last week. The reason
that all came about were specific com-
ments by a Member of the House that
most everyone here, not all, but most
believe were anti-Semitic. For those in
Congress who don’t understand, anti-
Semitic comments are not criticism of
one person for something they have
said or done. That is not anti-Semitic,
even if that person happens to be Jew-
ish. It is not. So when I criticized
George Soros for damage I believe he
has done to my country by the things
that he has contributed to, by the dam-
age he has done to countries yearning
to be free in Europe as he has pushed
them toward socialism—why would a
billionaire push people toward social-
ism?

Because socialism means everybody
is treated equally.

It is because he knows that in a So-
cialist country after you eliminate the
middle class, what you are left with,
Mr. Speaker, is a very thin veneer of a
ruling class and everybody else who is
ruled over by the ruling class. That is
where socialism goes. Some billion-
aires think, oh, they will be there in
that tiny, little, ruling class, not un-
derstanding that historically if you go
to full-bore socialism or communism,
you are going to end up killing off the
billionaires and taking their money. So
it is an amazing thing to see that.

I am also aware that even Israel’s de-
fense ministry has pointed out the
damage that George Soros has done to
Israel. Because I have criticized George
Soros, people say: Oh, you are anti-Se-
mitic.

It is not anti-Semitic to criticize
somebody for things they have done,
things they are paying for, or things
they are contributing to just because
they happen to be Jewish. What makes
it anti-Semitic is when you slander or
libel an entire race or group of people
and smear them as all having the same
characteristics and belittle them as a
group.

So there was a resolution that was
supposed to address specific anti-Se-
mitic remarks by a Member of Con-
gress, and then we hear, well, there
were protests because they didn’t want
her condemned for anti-Semitic re-
marks. So it got watered down.

I printed out the copy of the resolu-
tion as it was at 3 o’clock that after-
noon. I came over here ready to speak
against that resolution because it had
been so watered down, and I was told:
well, actually, that one got pulled and
they watered it down even further, and
here is the new one, as of about 3:20
that afternoon.

It kept being watered down until it
basically said that we are against all
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kinds of hate. Of course, they didn’t
mention the kind of political hate that
would cause a Democrat—and if it had
been a Republican who supported Don-
ald Trump, that would have been what
everybody talked about, oh, gosh, this
is what Trump inspires, but since it
was a Bernie Sanders supporter, I don’t
know of any Republican, including me,
who has blamed BERNIE SANDERS for
the criminal who shot STEVE SCALISE
and tried to kill my baseball friends
and colleagues. He wanted to kill them
all, but that wasn’t singled out.

In fact, when we were taking testi-
mony on gun crime in Judiciary, the
majority would not even allow STEVE
SCALISE to testify. Oh, well, if he
comes in and testifies, it might open
the door to all kinds of other Members
of Congress.

Well, why don’t you just say that we
will restrict the testimony from Mem-
bers of Congress to those who have
been shot by somebody who hates them
and their party?

How about that?

But STEVE was not even allowed to
come testify before our committee.
That kind of thing was not mentioned
in what was, basically, we are against
all kinds of hate, except for that, and
we are also not going to call out the
hate that causes the hate hoaxes which
there seem to be a rash of people say-
ing they are the victim of some hate
when actually it is their hate that cre-
ated a hoax.

But I have made loud and clear rep-
etitiously, the reason I and 22 others
voted against that resolution was be-
cause it did not do what it should have
done, and that is, call out specific anti-
Semitic comments.

Now, some were bothered that I said
that there is no moral equivalence be-
tween the Holocaust and say the years
of slavery, the slavery that is con-
tinuing today. I was shocked to find
out this year that there are 40 million
slaves in the world today, more than
any time in history. We ought to do all
we can to stop it. It is horrendous. It
did so much damage to the core of this
country for far too long. But there is a
special hatred that the Jewish people
have experienced that we need to stop
when it starts. For those morons who
didn’t know, I voted against the first
anti-hate resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

————
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 15 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, March
18, 2019, at noon.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.
Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:
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